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FINAL EVALUATICN REPORT
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT
SECONDARY DEVELOPMEN:AL READING

1985-436

ABSTRACT

Prograt-DdscriptiOnt The Secohdary Developmental Reading _(SDR) Program served
909 pupils _it gradeS_ 9711 (dhlY tite pupil at grade 11) in 13 senior high
schools._ Funding _of the tOMpöhent was made available through the Ohio
Disadvantaged Pupil PrOgrat Fund (DPPF).

The purpose of_ the SDR _Prograth is to assist underachieving senior high
pupils in raisitg their_ reading ahd tomMUnication skills. Emphasis of the
program is placed_ on literacy Survival skills necessary to function in our
word-oriented world.

Within the 1985-86 SDR Prograt hind tedtherS in eight_ senior high schools
participated in a projett whith UtiliZed Apple computers for computer assisted
instruction/computer managetent syttem (CAI/CMS). The computers, software, and
attendant services were cottracted_Wit3 the PreScription Learning (PL) Company
of Springfield, Illinois; The regular treatMent group had six teachers in five
senior high schools.

Time Interval4- Fcr evaluation purpotes, the Eecondary Developmental Reading
Program started on September 16, 1985 and continued through April 18, 1986.
This interval of time gave 134 potgible days of program instruction. Pupils
included in the final preteSt-posttest analysis must have attended at least 107
days (80%) during the time period stated above,

Activities_: The program_ made_ USe_ of diagtoStic_ testing to assess pupils'
individual reading stretgtha aftd_ WeakneSS. :Individualized instruction to meet
pupils' needs was provided Ot a daily basis ii a small group setting.

Program___Objectives:_ The program had two objectives. Objective 1.1 stated that
an evaluation sample will be comprised of pupils who score at or below the
Wale on a selection test and are in attendance at least 807 of the
instructional period; Pupils who attend 807 of the seven month treatment
period will show an average gain in _reading of 1.0 NCE Thr each month, which is
an average gain of 7.0 NCE's overall (Seven months x 1.0 NCE). Objective 2.1
stated that program personnel will bd provided at least two inservice sessions
and that at least 80% of the personnel attending each session will rate the
session as valuable in providing information that will assist them in carrying
out their program responsibilities.

EvaItatio-h-Destgn_: Objective 1,1 _was_evaluated _through the administration of
the Comprehetsfup Tests_ _o_f___BasicSkilla (CTBS) Readitg CoMprehensiOn subtest.
Analyses of the data included cotparis0a_uf ptetett tio posttest change scores
in_ terms of grade equivalents, percentileS,_ and_ NCE'S. Objective 2,1 was
evaluated by means of the General InserVice EValuatioa Form, a locally
constructed instrument;

Major Findings/Recommendations- The itfortatiOt collected on the Pupil Census
Forms indicated the program served 909 pupilt flit an AVerage of 3.6 hours of
instruction per week; The average _daily tetberthip in the_program was 799.6
pupils; The average days of enrollment per pdpil.was 117.9 days and the
average attendance per pupil was 99,8 dayS; The average number of pupils
served per teacher was 53.3.

EVALSRVCS/P510/SDRABST86

REVISED 01/14/87



_Objective 1.1i that pupils who attended 80% of the seven _tenth-treatment
period would show an average gain in reading_ of 1.0 NICE for eath theinth; was not
attained._ There was a negative_average_change of 78.5 or -1;2 NCE/MOnth, It
Wa.a postulated that three factors; prescheduling of_classes for SDR, outdated
Selectien test scores, and problems in the administration of the CUStomized
poattest, could have contributed to the poor results of the SDR prograM.

Objective 2.1, that program personnel would be provided at ledat tWo
inservice sessions and that at__least 807 _of the_ personnel attending eaCh
Session would rate the session as_valuable_in,providing information to_ASsiSt
theM in _Carrying out_ their program _responsibilities, _was_ technitally not
Attained because one of the five seasions was_rated as_valuable in tattyihg Out
COMpenent_responsibilities by lesa_than the_requisite 80%_of the_prticipantS.
Each of the four remaining sessions; however; was_favorably rated by Well oVet
80% Of the participants. When a combined_rating_ofall five_ inservice SeatiOna
Were computed, an overall average of_ 90.2% _of_ the participants rated the
inSerVice SeaSions as valuable in carrying out component responsibilitiea.

_The_ CA1/CMS project_ was located in eight high schools. The cotputet
assisted Units served 569 pupils; Neither the CAI/CMS project group_not the
groUp _receiving regular program_ instruction attained the achieveMent
-criterion. _The _CAI/CMS group had A negative change of -9.8 NCE'_a in a SeVen
tenth petiod) While the regular group had a negative change of -6.1 NCE's. The
athieVement criterion was met in grade 10 of the regular group,_with an Average
gain of 7.8 NCE'S for the treatment period; or 1;1 NCE's per month.

A cost7benefit study indicated_that cost per pupil was greater and NCE
gains amaller_in the CAI/CMS group than in thr regular group. Based on average
daily Metbership, the cost per pupil was $989;38_ in_ the CAI/CMS gtoup and
$704.81 In the regular group. Differences in _NCE_ gains_ were noted above.
HOVelfet, CAI/CMS teachers served an average of_50 more_pupils perteacher than
in the regular sroup, _based on average daily membership; and attendance WA8
someWhat better in the CAI/CMS group;

_The felleWing program recommendations were_ made:. (a) the program should be
tOndUtted in schools that will work_with_program personnel to teduceSChedulinS
preblets and_increase program attendance; (b) the selection _a_ pupils_ for the
program Should_ be based on the most current test _data; (0, the prefessional
judgtent Of ClaSaroom _teachers should be givenconsiderable weight in the
selection ptoceSS) and a system should be devised for obtaining_ teacher
recommendatiOna frot_the feeder middle_schools; _(d):the CAI/CMS part of the
program should_continue _to be evaluated with ian_ eye _towards finding MOt
effective methods of serving the high school_ pupil whois experiencing reading
problems; _(e)_ telectien procedures; correlation_of course content to system's
Course of StUdy, inatructional methods; class size; and_test content should be
reviewed to det6tidlinE_*hy_ pupils are not showing_ desired growth; (f) school
administrators and staff should take the responsibility_of assuring an optimum
testing :etiVitcinbeht _by not scheduling unsuitable activities during testing
weeks and adjuAting ClaSS Schedules to accommodate _the length_of_ the tests;_(g)
conditions fet the ptatav: and posttest should be as comparable as possible;
and (h) the_proStam Should be extensively reviewed to determine whether the
program model Should be continued in its present form, modified; or
discontinued;
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Ohio Disadvantaged Pupil Program Fund

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

SECONDARY DEVELOPMENTAL READING PROGRAM

July, 1986

Program Descrintion

The_ Sectndary DdVelopmental Reading (SDR) Program began in the _COlUtbUS
Public_Schoolg_in_the fall of 1971 as a component of_the Ohio pigadVantaged
Pupil Program Rind._ The 1985786_ version of the SDR Program was located in_13
Columbus senior high School buildings. Fifteen project reading teacherS_Worked
in_these 13 tchoOla With 909_Pupilt in grades 9-11 who scored at or below the
36th percentile On a StanderdiZed Achievement test in reading.

Within the 1985"86 SDR Program nine teachers in eight senior high 8.ehno1a
participated in a projett which utilized Apple computers_for computer asSiated
instruction/compUter Management system (CAI/CMS). The computers, software, And
attendant service8 Were- contracted with the Prescription Learning (PL) cotpany
of Springfield, Illinoia. In aik4ition to providing a new technique to roading
and language iftstrtictibh, the USe Of_CAI/CMS was intended to enable teachers tO
serve more pupils than WoUld be Obasible in regular SDR classrooms. The tige_tif
CAI/CMS was also intended tb be d_coateffective alternative to replacing badly
worn conventional eq0iptent. Of the 909 pupils in the SDR program, 569
received computer asSiSted instruction.

The purpose of tht SDR _PrOgreM is to assist underachieVing senior_ high
pupils_ in raising their reading and communication skins. Emphasis of the
program is placed on literacy Survival skills necessary to function in our
word-oriented world.

Features of the SDR ProgrAM include the following:

I. Diagnostic testing to ASSess a pupil's individual
reading strengtha and Weaknesses.

2. Individualized ihatruction tailored to meet the needs of pupils.

3. Small group ingtriidtion.

4. On-going evaluatiOn Of pupil§ to assess their reading needs.

5. Inservice meetingS for tedcherS.
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Evaluation ObjectiVet

Objective 1.1 An evaluation sample will be tOmprised_of pupils who score at or
below the 36%fle on a selection test and_are in attendance_at least 80% of the
instructional period. The average reading groWth of pupils in the evaluation
sample and participants in the _Computer ASSisted Instruction/Computer
Management System (CAI/CMS) will be 1.0 normal curve equivalent (NCE) point for
each month of instruction.

Objective 2.1 To provide at least tuo inserVice sessions to program personnel
such that at least 80% of the ihservice participants_Will rate each session as
valuable in providing information that uill assist them in carrying out their
program responsibilities.

EvaluationDesign

The eValuation design for the SDR Program called for the zollection of data
in three areas.

1. Pupil Census Information

The_ Pupil Census Form was developed for the _purpose of
collecting pupil demographic and participation data in the
Secondary Developmental Reading_ Prograt (SDR). Project
teachers maintained the Pupil Census Forms for all pupils
throughout the school year or _uben the pupils left the
program. Data collected on the Pupil Census_ Forms were the
nuMber of days the pupil was enrolled in the _program, the
number of days the pupil was_in attendance, and the AVerag
nuMber of_fours per week the project teacher served tl-re

pupil. Other information collected included the pupil'S grade
and 66X, identification of nonEnglish ppeaking pupila,
identifiCation of any pupil who_left the DPPF program because
Of qualifying for a special education program, and a queStien
regarding_ a pupil's progress which required 4 gubiot,Ave.
real,onse from the proje(t teacher; A copy of the Pupil Cenaus
Fort tan be found in the Appendix;

2. Standerdiied Achievement Test Information

The potpo§t of the administration of the standardited
achieVement test was to collect pretestpostteat_athieVement
data en_all_SDR Program pupils to determine if ObjectiVe 1.1
was achieVed. Thc standard achievement test_uaed was _the
CoMprehenSive Tests of Basic Skills _(CTBS),_ Reading
COMprehenaitin (CTBMcGraw Hill; 1981)_. The CTBS Reading
ComprehenSiOn _tests were administered on Septetber 30
OttOber 4i_ 1985, and again on April 21-30,_ 1986. The
folloWing liSts the form, subtest and test levels of the CTBS
uSed for each grade level.
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Grade Subtest Pretest POStteSt

9 Reading Comprehension Level J Fort U LeVel J ForM V*

10-11 Reading Comprehension Level J Form U Level J Form V

*Estimated by administration of abridged Form V.

At posttest time, grade nine_was _administered A_ customiZed teSt that
provided norm-referenced_as well as_ criterion-referenced StOreS. _The
customized tests were developed by Columbus Public Schools personael it
cooperation with CTB/McGraw Hill to match the Columbus Public SchoolS
Graded Course of Study.

The achievement tests were_administered as follows: Program teacherS it
grades 9-10 normally administered _the pretest except in schoolS Where
sehoolwide testing occurred. Posttests for grade 9 wore administered
as part of districtwide testing. Grade 10 was one of the exceptions tip
districtwide testing, and teachers of_ grade 10 pupils had to adminiSter
their own posttests. During schooiwide or districtwide tasting, tetg
Were administered by classroom teachers with program teachers serVing
as proctors in some classrooms. PretestIng occurred during the week of
September 30 - October 4, 1985; posttesting occurred April 21-30, 1986.

3. Inservire Elraluation

The locally developed General Inservice Evaluation Fort was designed to
obtain teacher perceptions regarding each inservice session. The forM
was administered to participants at the close of inservice sessiong. A
modified version of the form was used for the orientation mostillg of
September 3, 1985, which was attended by regular _SDR andCAI/CMS
teadhers. There was a total of five inservice meetings - three of
WhiCh were available to regular SDR teachers_and_four of which Were
available to SDR teachers in the CAI/CMS project. The dates arid topicS
of inservice sessions in the 1985-86 school year were as follows:

September 3, 1985 Opening Conference (All SDR teacherg
an day program)

November 22, 1985

DéCember

Motivational Strategies for the
classroom (secondary CAI/CMS teachers)

, 1985 Instructional Planning (SDR teachers
in regular treatment group)

JahuarY 23, 1986

March 12, 1986

EVALSRVCS/P510/RPTFSDR86
REVISED 01/14/87

The Writing Process (all SDR teachers)

Bank Street Writer and Time-on Word
Processing Programs (Secondary
CAI/CMS teachers)



4

Teachera cetpleted_ inservice evaluation forms for all of the above
meetings. A copy of the_Géneral Inservice Evaluation Form and a copy_ the
modified version used in the orientation meeting are found in the appendik.

In addition to_ the types of data specified in the evaluation design;
process evaluation data were Obtained in a series of on-site vi8ite to regular
SDR and CAI/CMS program classrooMS. Observations were conducted by_personnel
from the DepartmentOf EvalUation Services during_the period from FebrCary 5
through March 20; 1986; The purpoSe of these observations was to obtain teacher
input regarding the program'a functioning. Observations were conducted by_a
project evaluatorto _the_eight high Schools having CAI/CMS units,_where the
nine teachers in the CAI/CMS project were interviewed; Data collected_ ih the
CAI/CMS_ observations included teacher responses to an interview inetrument,
Visiration_to CAI/CMS-Classes. Observations were made by another evaluator ih
four regular SDR units _With _interviews of teachers being conducted On _an
instrument, Evaluatoes Visitation_Logaheet. A copy of each of the observation
instruments is found in the Appendik.

Major Findings

Due to the fact that the 1985786 SDR Program contained two treatment groups
(regular instruction_ group and CAI/CMS_ grOUP), data on enrollment/attendance
and achievement testing are reported belOW in two ways. These data are first
presented for the overall program regardless of treatment group. The second
presentation compares the two treatment. groups in regard to
enrollment/attendance data and achievement test data.

In interpreting_the_ pretest-posttest achievement dataithe reader should_be
aware of the pupq selection process. Previous norm-referenced reading
achievement data and staff recommendatiOns_ were used to select and enroll
pupils for the SDR program. To be eligible for the program (Objective 1.1)the
pupil had to score at_or below the 36th percentile on the_ selection test. Once
the eligibility Iist was established, pupils were selected in order of their
test scores with the_ lowest Scoring pupils selected first. Following
enrollment; pupils were pretested on the CTBS Reading Comprehension subtest,
Level J Form U.

Pupil Census Information

_ During the 1985-86 school year the SDR Program served 909 pupils. Of the
909 pupils, 877 (96;57) were ninth-graLjtSj_and 31 (3.471) were tenth graders
And there was one eleventh grade pUpil(0.1%). Of the 909 pupils; 559 (61.57)
attended the minimum_number of days (107) te meet.the 807 attendance criterion
level contained in _Objective 1,1. _Thia Was_ an increase of 5;67 over last
Year's figure of 55.97 . _A breakdown by grade level showed that 548 (62.5%) of
the ninth-graders, and11 (35.57) _Of the tenth-graders met the attendance
Criterion. The one eIeventh-grader did not Mike the attendance criterion. The
overall attendance ratefor the_program (tol:Al days of attendance divided_by
tetal days of enrollment) was 84.77 , at _i±OMPared to 83.6% last year, The
average number of days of enrollment and attendance for program pupils was
117.9 and 99.8 respectively. The average daily Membership was 799.6, which was
an average of 53.3 pupila per teacher as coMPAred to 47.4 pupils per teacher in
last year's program. Table 1 corltaina the puPil attendance data.
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Table 1

Number of Pupils Served; Averages fOr Days of Enrollment, Days of Attend
Daily Membership _and Hours of Instructidh Per Week; and

Pupils Attending 807._Of DayS
Reported by Grade Level

Grade-
pupil$
SerVed GirlS Boys

AVerage
Days of_

Enrollment._
_Days of

_Atteladjace
Daily_

Membership
Hours of Instru(
per Pupil per WE

9 877 401 476 118.8 100.6 777.4 3.6

10 31 10 21 92.7 77.0 21.4 3.5

11 i 1 0 105.0 100.0 0.8 3.8

Total 909 412 497 117.9 99;8 799.6 3.6

9
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The_ evaluation sample consisted of those pupils who met four criteria:
attended 80% (107) _of the 134 program days; received both a pretest_and_ a
posttest with the CTBS; _Stored at or below the 36th_percentile on a selection
test, and who_wereAudged to be English speaking. Of the 909 pupils served by
tto. program, 467 (51.4%) were in the evaluation sample.

Standardiged Achievement Test Information

The analysis of preteSt-posttest achievement data provided minimums;
maximums, _averages or mediahei and differences for derived scores by grade
level._ _The derived scores used in the analysis were_ percentiles; grade
equivalents,_ and nermal _curve equivalents. No raw score data is presented
because pupilS _toelc a different form of the test at pretest _andpcsttest
times. TherefOre, preteCt=posttest comparison of raw scores would be
questionable.

Table 2 Contains pretest-posttest _percentile data. The median percentile
for the preteat_ WaS 12.5 at grade 10 and 30.5 at grade 9.. _The median
percentile forthe postteet was 9,3 at_grade 10 and 15.1 at grade 9. These
data indicate that neither grade ApprOadhed a median percentile score of 36_at
posttest time. _Further analySia of pretest percentile distributions indicated
that 42.6% of the ninth_grade pupils a-Cored above the 36th percentile on the
pretest, even though they had preVioUsly qualified for the program on a
selectiontest. Since the progrAM_ServeS moStly ninth grade; this represents
42.0% of the overall evaluation sample.

Table 3 contains pretest-posttest grade equivalent data. The median grade
equivalent score decreased froth 8.0 to 7.8 at grade 9 and stayed the same (8.1)
at grade 10.

The,presentation_of achievement data thUS far has included results from the
analysis_of percentiles and grade_ equiValents. Both percentiles and grade
equivalents provide cotparatiVe_ infOrMatton but are not equal_ units_ of
measure. Caution is advised in draWing CondlUSions about program Impact from
any of the scores abOve. NOrMal tUrVe equivalents (NCH's) are generally
considered to provide the_ttUeSt indidatiOn of pupil growth in achievement;
since they provide comparative inforMation in equal Units of measurement. Data
for normal curve equivalentg are ptegented in Table 4.

Objective 1.1 states that the eValtiatih SAMPle Would be composed of_puplas
who_ scored _below the 36th pettehtile on the_ Selettion test and were _in
attendance 80%_ of the prograleg _treatth6nt periOd. In order to meet_ the
attendance criterion the pupil had _to attend at-leaSt 107 days of the_seven
month_(134 days) treatment period._ Te_achidVe Objective 1.1 the average growth
in reading achievement of pupils in the eValtiatiOn SamOle had to be 1.0 NCE's
for each month of the treatment period Whith iS an &Vet-age of 7.0 NCE's for the
seven rLonth program.

The overall NCE change for the ptograt Wee -8.5 or An average of -1.2 NCE's
for each of the seven_monthSOf the treatMent pericid. This negative change
fell considerably_ short of the expeted eValUatieh criterion of 1.0 NCE's
gained for every month che pupils Wet6 ih_the ptogtath. A negative change of

NCE's or -1.2 NCE's_pe_r_month occurred !n_g_tade 9. In grade 10 there was .

a positive change_of 1.2 NCE poihtS, cit 0.2 NCE'S per month. However, the
sample size at grade 10 was very Small (Seven pupila).
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Table 2

MinimuM,_MaxiMUM, Median, and Standard Deviation
of the PreteSt and Posttest Percentiles

Reported by Grade Level

Pretest PostteSt
Number Median_ Standard Median StandarC

Grade of Pupils Min. Max. Percentile Deviation Min. Max; Pertentile Deviatic

9 460 5 84 30.5 16.9 1 99 15.1 18.6

10 7 1 28 12.5 8.6 1 37 9.3 15.7

1 2
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Table 3

Minimum, Maximum, Median and StandArd Deviation
of the Pretest and Posttest Grade Equivalenta

Reported by Grade Level

Grade
NUMber

of PdpilS

Pretest_
Median
Grade

Min. Max. Equivalents

Posttest
Median

Standard _Grade_ Standan
Deviation Min. Mat. Equivalent Deviatiol

9 460 4.2 12.9 8.0 1;7 4.6 12.9 7.8 1.9

10 7 4.2 9.1 8.1 1.7 4.2 9.7 8.1 2.2

14
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Table 4

Minimum, _Maximum, AVerage, And Standard Deviation of the
Pretest and Potttett NorMal Curve Equivalents (NCE)

Reported by Grade Level

Ptetett _Posttest
Number AVerage Standard Average Standard AVeragGrade of Pupils Min. Max. NCE Deviation Mfn Max. NCE DeViation ChAr4

460 15;4 70;9 38;6 11.3 1.0 99.0 30;0 14.7 ;43.7

10 7 1.0 37.7 23.5 11.7 1.0 43.0 24.7 16.8 1.2

Total 467 38.4 11.4 29.9 14.8 -8.5

16
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It should be toted that NCB ad-orea are based on percentiles, which compare
the pupil's perforMante in_ relation to the general population. No change in
NCE ecore would inditate that pupilt have progressed at their normal rate of
growth over the_ athetil year. Even a_small gain in percentile or NCE score
would_indicate that pupila haVe advanded over the school year at a greater rate
than would be_eltpected frot their Original position in relation to the_generaI
population. Table 5 tOntaina data related to the changes in NCE scores for
three ranges: (a) titi itproVetent in NCE _scores (0.0 or less); (b) some
improvement_ in NCE ecoree (0.1 tO 6.9)0 And (c) substantial improvement in NCE
scores (7.0 or_tOre). The_datkihdicate that 114 (24.47) pupils made gains in
NCE scores. This_ Meata that 2i:.47 Of the pupils in the evaluation sample
progressed at a rate that Vat greater than normal for them. More specifically;
65 (13.97) made -significant iMproVement and 49 (10.5%) made some improvement in
NCE scores; while_ 353_ pupilt _(75.67) of the evaluation sample made no
improvement, as evidented by a gaih of 0.0_or decrease in NCE score. In regard
to grade level, five a_ aevet (71.4%)_tehth grade pupils showed progress, while
109 of 460 (23.7%) of ninth grade pupila ahOWed positive progress.

ItIs posited that the apparent leek Of pupil progress at the ninth grade
level may have been due in part to three factora in the testing process; two
occurring_before or,at the preteat and one OCCurring at the posttest. These
factors are the following:

Prescheduling of classes for SDR.
Outdated telettion test scores.

. Problems in the adminiatration of the customized
posttest.

The first two factors occurring before or at pretest are intimately
connected. Pupils in the SDR_ prOgrat_are preacheduled in the spring of the
previous year. This prescheduling takea plaCe_darly in the spring before
CLEAR; schoolwidei or districtwide tetting for that_year is completed. This
means that some pupils may be schedUled intd SDR Classes based on selection
scores Which are more than one year Old. Ae :toted darlieri 42.6% of the ninth
grade pupils scored above the 36th_pertehtile ih the pretest, although all
pupils had previously qualified for the program Oh A selection test. This may
in fact be an artifact of the preschedUling and aeleCticin test process.

The third factor which might have affected pupil prOgrese involved problems
in the administration of the CustOtiZe t. phtttett for grade 9. These problems
were discovered during process evaluation at _aelected schools during the
districtwide posttest. Generally, these _prOblete Were Caused by improper
scheduling and preparing for the postteat. The Eltatindea_Manual for_CTBS gave
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Table 5

Change Categories for NCE Scores
for Total SDR Program

Pupils
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or less)

Some Improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improvement
(7.0 or more)

460 351 40 63
76.3% 10.0% 13.7%

7 2 3 2
28.6% 62.9% 28.6%

467 353 49 65
75.6% 10.5% 13;9%

1 9
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Many, if not all, of the posttest problems could be aolVed by more careful
planning by building administrators and staff, _The folloving _ark examples: the
teating sessions were held on Thursday and Friday because a field trip to the
Career _centers on Tuesday was given priority over the_ teating, which was
Originally scheduled earlier in the week. Students_were givet all teats in one
eitting with a short break between reading and mathematics_ teata. DiteCtions
were read over the loudspeaker to all ninth-grade homerooms in one high sehool.

_ObViously it is hard to extrapolate how many_more problems woUld have
Sill-faded if all schools had been observed during posttest week; houTevéti it is
Certain that-process evaluation uncovered some possible_reasons _Why_ pupil
progress at the rinth grade level was not as much as anticipated._ An_interim
reptti Obaervations of Selected -CIaqcraoms _Wan& Ilstrintuide Tetting,
detidiing the results cf the districtwide observation process evaluation, was
aent to an Assistant Superintndent of the Columbus Public Schoola.

Program_ teacher interviews during school visitation proceaa eValuatieh
indidated that teachers were not satisfied with the large group testitg at
pOatteat tite._ Thcy believed that proper testing procedures detanded_the taind
tettitg dönditiOns at both the pretest and the posttest. Program teachera alao
felt that_there was the possibility of judging their pupils' performance at
being deficient tAien in fact the problem was testing conditions. In the
preViOUS aChböl year_ (1984-85), the posttest was administered by_ prograin
teachera. AlthoUgh the change scores for that year were also negative, the
negative changes were less extreme than in the 1985-86 school year.

Teacher perceptiens of pupil progress, as measured by an int 01 the Pupil
Centut Filrt,_ suggested that there was more pupil progress than tett acötea
indicated. Of the 909 OUOils served by the program, teachers rated 299 (32,9%)
as_making much progress, 401_ (44.1%) as making some progress,_135_ (14.9%) at
making little pregresS, and 73 (8.0%) as making no progress. Otte Pupil Ceneue
Form was not counted in regard to this item due to multiple marking.

Tablas 610 _pretent comparisons between the group of pupila receiving
COftipiinr -:iit§isted instruction/computer management system (CAI/CMS) in reading
and the gtotip receiving the regular program instruction. As indicated in Table
6, there Were 569 POpila served by the CAI/CMS project and 340 pont Who
received regular reading instruction. The CAI/CMS group averaged slightly tore
days_of attenclance_per pupil with an overall average of 100.2 days aa ccitpared
to 99.1 dayt for the tagulat gtoup. The average number of days attended WA8
greater felt gtado 9_thari fer grade 10 in both the CAI/CMS group aftd in the
regular group. Ih_the CAI/CMS group 364 of the 569 pupils served (64.0%) Met
the program attendance criterion by attending, At TAAQt 1(17 titr-6



Table 6

Number of Pdpil§ Setved, Averages for Days of Enroilment,_Daya of Attendance,
DailY Nembership and Hours of Instruction Pet Week, and
PUOils Attending 807 of _Days Reported by Grade LeVel

fOr POils Receiving Reading Instruction with CotpdterS (CAUCMS Group)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computer§ (Regular Group)

--Average Pupils_Pupils Days of Days of Daily_ Hrs. of Inst. Attendinga Served Girlt Boys Enrollment Attendance Membership Per Pupil Per Week 80% of Dayg

Group

555 253 302 118.3 100.9 490.1 3.5 35914 8 6 85.1 75.6 8.9 3.5 c
,

0 0 0 ___

569 261 308 117.5 100.2 499.0 3.5 364

Group

322 148 174 119.5 100.2 21.3 3.6 189
17 2 15 99.0 78.2 12.6 3.o

61 1 0 105.0 100.0 0.8 3.8 0

340 151 189 118.5 99.1 300.6 3.6 195
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Table 7

_ _Minimum, Maximum; Median, And Standard Deviation
Of the Pretest and Posttest Percentiles Reported 1V Grade Level_

for Pupil§ Receiving Reading Instruction with Comput2rs (CAI/CMI Group)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

NUMber

of Pupil§

Pretest_ Posttest

M. Max.

Median_

Percentile
Standard

Deviation Min. Max.

Median

Percentile
Standard

Deviation

eu-p

301 5 84 30.5 16.8 1 86 14.6 17.2

12 28 16.0 9.2 1 37 9.0 18.9

oup

159 5 84 30;8 17;2 1 99 17;7 20;9

4 1 18 8;0 7.7 2 Z7 12.5 15;8

24
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group, At grade 10 the median_percentile regressed from 16.0 tO 9.0 in the
CAI/CMS group but progressed from 8.0 to 12.5 in the regular treattent group.

_Table _8 present-a Comparisons in_ terms of_median grade eqUiValent scores.
Positive charges OCCUrred in both grades of the regular treatment group but_not
in the CAI/CMS grOUP. The median _grade equivalent score decreased from_8.0 to
7.7 in grade 9 of the CAI/CMS group._ A positive change_occurred in grade 9 Of
the regular treatMent group where the median grade equivalent ScOre increased
from 8.0 to 8.1. _In grade 10 where the samples oere smaller, the regular
group's median grade equiValent score increased from 6.3 to 8.2. wiiilé the
CAI/CMS group'S median grade equivalent score decreased from 8;3 to 7.9.

As indicated earlier, NCE scorea are generally considered_ to provide the
most comparative _information in_equal_units of measurement. _Datt for the two
groups in terms Of NCE aCores are presented in:Table 9. The data inditate_that
the average NCE change Within the CAI/CMS group was -9.8 NCE points in grade_9;
Where there were 301 pupils in the_sample; and -7.5 NCE pointa in grade 10,
Where there_Were 3 Pupils in the sample. ijn _the regular treatment_group the
159 pupils_in grade 9_had an average change of -6.5 NCE pointa,_end the very
small_sample of 4 pupils in grade 10 had an_average gain of 7.8 NCE pointS. Of
all the groups_ only _the grade 10 regular_ SDR group met the criterion of
Objective 1.1 uith a Change of 7.8 NCE points; or 14 NCE pointa for each month
of inStruttiOn. Ah Overall comparison of_the two treatment groups i8 Obtained
by examining the eVerege NCE changes across grade levels. The average change
for_ the CAI/CMS jgtOup was -9.8 NCE _points over the seven tonth treatment
period. _The regular tteatment group Aid somewhat better with an average change
of -6;1 NCE points in the same treatment period.

Table 10 compare§ the CAI/CMS and regular groups in regard to nihtbers and
percents_ of pupils Uho evidenced no _improvement, some improvement, and
substantial_improvement; as previously defined. The data indicate that 51
pupils (11.3%) of _the_regUlar group pupils_made positive gains in NCE scotes,
while 63 pupils (20.77) of CAI/CMS groups did so; Positive_ gains it the
regular group_ included 3410Upila (20.97)_who made substantial improvement and
17 pupils (10.47) who_made sothe improvement. Positive gains in the CAI/CMS
group included 31 pupils (10.2%) making substantial improvement; and 32 pUpilS
(10.5%) making some improvement.

Objective 2;1 stated that PtOgrath personnel would te provided at least two
inservice sessions and that at least 807 _of_the personnel attending each
session_would_rate the SOS§ion_aa valuable in providing information_ that would
assist them in_carrying out their program responsibilities._ A total of _fiVe
inservice meetings waS proVided by the Department of Federal and State
Programs. Each program teacher Wes given the opportunity to _attend either
three_or four of the_meetings. On September 3;_ 1985; an orientation teeting
was held for all SDR teatheta._ _A Modified version of the General Inservice
Evaluation_Form was used_ fot_ thia Meeting while all_ of the other inservice
meetings 'dere assessed using the regular General Inservice Evaluation Form.
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Table 8

Minimumj Maximum, Median, and Standard Deviation
of the_Pretest_and Posttest Grade Equivalents Reported by Grade Level
for Pupils ReceiVing Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Group)

And Pupil§ Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

Pretest -Poatt-e-st
Median Median

_NUMber Gradc Standard Grade Standard
;rade Of Pupila Min. Max. Equivalents Deviation Min;: Max; Equivalent Deviation

LI/CMS Group

9 301 4.2 12.9 8.0 1.7 4.0 12.9 7.7 1.9

3 8.0 9.1 8.3 0.6 4.2 9.7 7.9 2.8

gular Group

9 159 4.2 12.9 8.0 1.8 4;0 12.9 8.1 2.0

0 4 4.2 8.6 6.3 2.1 5;0 9.7 8.2 2.1

26
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Table 9

MiniMumt MaxiMumi_ Average, and Standard Deviation of the
Pretest and Pbgttegt Normal_Curve Equivalents (NCE) Reported by Grade Level
for Pupils Receiving_Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Group)

and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

Pretest Past_tust
Number Average Standard Average Standard AVerage

Grade of Pupils Min. mak. NCE Deviation Min. Max. NCE Deviation Change

items Grou

9 301 15.4 70.9 38.9 11.0 1.0 73.0 29;1 13.8 =9.8

10 3 25.3 37.7 29.4 7.2 1.0 43.0 21.9 21.0 =7.5

7otal 304 38.8 11.0 29;1 13.9 =9.8

plar Group

159 15.4 70.9 38.1 11.8 1.0 99.0 31.6 16.3 =6.5
9

10 4 1.0 30.7 19.1 13.3 6.7 43.0 26.8 16.0 7.8

otaI 163 37.6 12.1 31.5 16.2 =6.1

29
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Table 10

chatige Categories for NCE Scores for Total SDR Prograt Rep-Ott:6d by
Grade Level for Pupils Receiving Reading Instrtction With Cotputers

(CAI/CMS Group) and Pupils Receiving Reading InatructiOn
without Computers (Regular Group)

_Pupila
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or less)

Some Improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improveme
(7.0 or more)

CAI/CMS GrOup

301 239
79.4%

2

66.7%

32

10;6%

0

0.0%

30
10.0%

1

33.3%

Grade_9
NUmber of_Pupila
% of Pupila

Grade_10
Number of Pupila
% of Pupils

Total
NUmber of_Pupila
% of Pupilg

304 241

79.3%
32

10.5%
31

10.2%

Regul_arGroup

159 112
70.4%

0

0.0%

14

8.8%

_3

75.0%

33

20.8%

1

25.0%

Grade_9
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grade_10
H Number of_Pupila

% of Pupils

Total
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

163 112

68.7%
17

10.4%
34
20.9%

P/ALSRVCS/P510/RPTFSDR86
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Inservice_EvaIuation_Information

Analysis of teachers' ratings to_indiVidUal inSerVice meetings indicated
that 83.3% of_the teachers attending_the OVerall Prograth meeting of September 3
either agreed_or_strongly agreedthat the ptottath WAS worthWhile and would
assist_ them_in their program. Of the Other four_ inService meetings; three
received favorable ratings _by _100% of the participantS. Only one meeting
received favorable ratings by _less thati_ _WA_ of the pattle_pants; at 77.8%.
Table 11 contains a summary of the cOMbined tea-cher ratings for all of the
inservice programs. In this combined_rating,_90.2% of the participants agreed
or strongly agreed that the information in_ _the theatiaga WOuld.assist them in
their program. Ratings were based on the following five=point Sdale:

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Undecided
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree

Table 11

Average Response and Percent Of ReSponSe
For Reactions to Inservice Statements

Percent
_Number_ Average SA _A_

Statements__ RespondingResponte (5) (4)

1. I think this was
a very worthwhile
meeting. 41 4.4 61.0 31.7

2. The information
presented in the
meeting will assist
me in my program. 41 4.4 56.1 34.1

10 There was time to ask
questions pertaining
to the presentation. 41 4;4 56.1 36.6

4. Questions were
answered adequately. 40 4.4 57.5 35.0

U D SD
(3) (2) (1)

0.0 4.9 2.4

4.9 2.4 2.4

2.4 2.4 2.4

2.5 2.5 2.5

Open-ended coaments on the General InserviceEValuation Form asked
participants tojzomment about the most and least Valuable patta of the meetings
and about information they would like to have_tOVered ih future meetings. Only
those open-ended comments Which were made by_three Or_More partidipants at any
single session will be summarized here. However, the eValuatiOn reports on
individual sessions have been forwarded to the Department of State and Federal
Programs and are available on request.

In regard to the most valuable parts of inserViCe Meetings, teachers liked
the one giving lesson plan ideas, designs, and forta. For_the question dealing
With the least valuable part, a frequent "non-answer" waS "None/unknoWn/not

EVALSRVCS/P510/RPTFSDR86
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applicable." There were no suggestions for future meetings with a frequency of
three or more.

It is concluded that Objective 2.1 was technically ticit _attained, because
one of the five sessions was rated as valuable in carrying out component
responsibilities by less than the requisite 80% of the participants. Each of
the four remaining sessions, however, was favorably rated by well over 80% Of
the participants. When a combined rating of all_five inservice sesaions were
computed, an overall average. of 90.2% of the participants rated the inaervide
sessions as valuable in carrying out component responsibilitiea.

School Visitation Information

In addition to the types of data specified in the evaluation designi_
process evaluation data were obtained by means of onsite_visits. All _CAI/CMS
teachers and four of the regular SDR teachers were interviewed during the
school year during visits by a project evaluator. These visits occurred in the
period from February 5 through March 20, 1986.

A locally developed instrument, Visfratfor to CAI/CMS Classes, was used to
give structure to the interviews with CAI/CMS teachers. The instrument dealt
With general program concerns, as weII as items specific to a CAI/CMS getting.
High_school prescheduling was found to alleviate many problems of selection and
scheduling for the program. However, high pupil mobility in some athools
tended tg disrupt the planned schedules, and also necessitated some selection
testing when teachers were already working with scheduled pupils. Only two of
the nine CAI/CMS teachers were satisfied with evaluative testing procedures.
The CTRS was criticised as a testing instrument on the grounds that the forms
Of the test used in pretest and posttest were not equivalent and that the teat
was too difficult (especially the posttest). It was also pointed out that the
pretest should be given sooner, before instruction has already beet_ in
operation for several weeks. Lab space was rated as mediocre or leas by about
half the CAI/CMS teachers. It was also confirmed through gbservation that
about half _the high school CAI/CMS labs are confined to small rooms.
Environmental noise did not appear to be a significant problem, but there was a
Wide divergence_ in teacher ratings of environmental temperature. In ore
extreme case1 the lab was hot in warm weather and cold in winter_ and had
Windows that_wouldn't open. Most technical difficulties with computers were
minor and had_been resolved. Effectiveness of the computers for diagnosis was
rated by teachers with an average rating of 3.9 on a fivepoint scale, While
computer effectiveness for instruction received an average rating of 4.3._ Most
pupil_time in CAI/CMS labs was approximately evenly divided among the_following
actiVities: working at the computer, direct instruction, and individual
seatwork.

In the regular SDR visitations, interviews were i_entered around several
openended _questions. When program teachers were asked about record keeping,
the interviewer found that they were current in their record keeping, but
generally they did not use the Department of Federal and State Programs' Pupil
Data Sheet. The teachers wanted a simpler method which did riot inVolve
shuffling sheets of paper daily. Contact with classroom teachers was limited
because of_different conference schedules and classrooms being located_on
different floors; however, program teachers tried to maintain communication
through notes and staff meetings. When asked whether they had concerna about
the program's selection procedures for target pupils, their comments generally
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did not deal With the testing mechanics and referral systems but dealt with
scheduling_ problems instead. The _question on testing procedures elicited
comments about the CTBS being too hard, too long, or having poor format; Also,
one comment indicated that the time limits for the test did not match the
school's time _period_ schedule. All teachers felt evaluation feedback was
adequate, timely, and _useful; however, negative comments about the CTBS were
again expressed. Teachers interviewed claimed the need for more materials in
their classrooms. The question about temperature elicited.comments about rooms
being "burning or freezing." They were generally satisfied with environmental
noise levels. PUpils _spent most of their time in individual seatwork
activitiet, followed by direct instruction from the teacher next and work at
learning centers last._ Other concerns were centered on pupils' mobility and
scheduling problems Within their buildings.

Cost-Benefit Analysis Information

_The_program evaluation included one further analysis not in the original
evaluation design: a costbenefit aaalysis comparing _the CAI/CMS group and the
regular group; _This analysis is summarized in Table 12. Costs included in the
analysis included teacher salaries_ and _the .contract cost for Prescription
Learning Laboratory Reading Labs. Normal supplies and incidental costs wele
not known in _regard to_the two sroups but were assumed to be evenly
distributed._ Any error of cost estimate resulting from unknown costs would
probably be_in the direction of underestimating the cost for the Regular group,
since most instructional materials for the CAI/CMS group were included in the
Prescription _Learning Laboratory_contract costs. The cost-benefit analysis
indicated that the cost per pupil was $284.57_more per pupil in the CAI/CMS
group than in the regular treatment group _when computed on average daily
membership. However, the_use of computers enabled CAI/CMS teachers to serve an
average of 5.3 MOre pupils per teacher thAn in the Regular group (based on
average daily membership).

In the CAI/CMS group 640% 6f the pupils served attained the program's
attendance criterion, compared _to 57.40/ of pupils in the regular treatment
group_who met the attendance criterion. The evaluation sample, which depends
heavily on attainnent Of the attendance criterion, _was_comprised of 53;4% of
all pupils served in the CAI/CMS group compared to 47.9% of all pupils served
in the regular treatment group. _As noted earlier, there was a negative change
in NCE scores in both groUpS. The average change for_ the regular group was
-6.1, while the NCE change for the CAI/CMS group was -9.8.

SuMmary/Recommendationa

The Secondary Developmental Reading Program is an individualized learning
program designed to assist secondary pupils who are having reading problems.
During the 1985-86 school year, 15 project teacher§ working in 13 senior high
schools served a total of 909 pupils in grades 9-11.

The program had two objectives. Objective 1.1 stated that pupils who
attended 80% of the seven month treatment_ period would show an average gain in
reading of 1.0 NCE's for each month, Which is_an average gain of 7.0 NCE's
overall (seven months x 1.0 NCE'S). Thit objective WA§ hot attained. The
program showed an overall negative change of =8.5 NCE points for the seven
month treatment period, or -1.2 NCE'S per month. In grade 10, the NCE gain was
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Table 12

Cost-Benefit Analysis_for 085=86 SeCendary Developmental Reading PrograM
('omparing Group Rete_iving CompUter Assisted Instruction/Computer

Management System ;CAI/CMS) And Group Receiving Regular Program Instruction

Percent
Average of Ratie of

ProgramC4st Daily Membership Pupils Sample
Number Cost Meeting _to Average

of _Per In Per Per Attendance pdpila NCE
Teachers Total Teacher Program Teacher Pupil Criterion Served Gain

9-10

r/cms) 9 493,698.73 54,855.41 499.0 55.4 989.38 64.0% 53.4% -9.8

9-10

grou0) 6 211,865;82 35,310.97 300.6 50.1 704;81 57.4% 47.9% -6.1
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1.2 NCE's for the treatment period, or 0.2 NCE's per monta. The negatiVe
change in grade 9 was 8.7 NCE's for the treatment period; or 1.2 NCE't per
tenth.

Mcst _pupils _served by the program were in ninth grade. Examination Of
pretest data indicated that the average pretest NCE score for ninth -.1rade Waa
38.6, Arid that 42.6% Of the ninth grade pupils scored above the 36th percentile
on the pretest. It was posited that prescheduIing of classes for SDR, Often
bated on selection test scores more than a year uId, _may _account fot the
dig-proportionate number of pupils scoring above:_the 36th percentile OA _the
pretest. _Ninth grade program pupils were_ posttested _along_ with other ninth
grade pupils as_ part bf Districtwide Testing; often in large group settingt.
Process evalUation_during Districtwide Testing revsaTed many infractions_ Of
good testing procedures. Relatively high pretest scores, cor?led_ with 100
that optimum conditions_ in_ the administration of the posttest, may in part
account for apparent lack of progress by prgram pupils.

, Teacher perceptions of pupil progress;_as measured by_an item on the Pupil
Census Formv_suggested that there was more__pupiI progress than test scores
inditated; Of the 909 pupils served by the program; teachers rated 299 (32.9%)
as making _much progrebt, 401_ (44._1%) as making some progress, 135 (14.97) as
making little progress) and 73 (8.0%) as making no progress.

Objective 2.1 stated that program personnel would be provided at least two
irservice meetings and that at least 80% of the personnel attending eath
meeting would rate_the meeting as very worthwhile in providing information that
would assist them in carrying out their program responsibilities._ There was a
total of five ihservice meetings provided_ by the Department of Federal _arid
State Programs. Each _program teacher was giventhe opportunity to attend
eithet three or four_of the meetings. AII _but one of the five meetingt were
rated as_very worthwhile in CarrYing out program responsibilities by more than
the requisite 80% of participants. This objective was technically not attained
because one of the _five _sesSions was rated__ as valuable in carrying_ out
component responsibilities by less than the requisite 80% of the participants.

_The_ CAI/CMS project- WaS located in eight_ high schools. The computer
assisted units served 569_puPils, while 340 pupils were_served in the Regular
group. _Neither_ the CAT/CMS_project group nor _the group receiving regular
program_instruction attainedthe achievement criterion.: _The CAI/rms group had
a negative change_of 9.8 NCE'S in a seven month per period; whre the Regular
group had a negative change of 6.1 NCE's. The only subset of the program to
attain the achievement criterion of 1.0 NCE per _month of instruction WAS grade
10 of the Regular group,WhiCh had an average !gain_ of 7.8 NCE's for the
treatment ir.xiod, or 1.1 NCE'S per month of instruction. However; only four
pupils were in this group.

A cost7benefit stuAY_Indicated that cost per pupil was greater and NCE
gaint smaller in the CAI/CMS group_than in the Regular group. Based on average
daily membership, the cost per pupil Wat $284.57 more in the CAI/CMS group that
in the Regular group._ The Regular group made a negative average NCE change of
76.1,while the CAI/CMS group made a negatiVe average change of 9.8._ However,
CAI/CMS teachers_were able_to serve an aVerage of_5.3 more pupils per_teacher
than in the_Regular group, based on average daily membership. _Attendance also
was somewhat better_in the_CAI/CMS group than in the Regular group as judged by
the percent of pupils attaining the program's attendance criterion of attending
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80% of the days in a seven-month treatment period; The percent Of pupils
attaining this attendance criterion was 64.0% in the CAI/CMS group, aa COMpared
to 57.4% in the Regular group.

This year's increase in_ attendance can be viewed as a sucteat indidator.
In the oVerall_Programi the _percent of_pupiisi attending 807 of the tredtMent
period_WaS 61.5%, an increase of 5.6% over last year'a figure of 550%, _The
overall_ attendance rate for the program (total days of attendance_diVided by
total dAYS Of enrollment) was 64.7%, as compared to 83.6% for last yeat'S
program.

Another success indicator was the increased_number of pupils served._ Bated
on Average Daily MeMbership, this_ year's program served 53.3 pupils per
teacher, da COMPared to 47.4 pupils _per teacher _in last year's program.
However, the increase in teacher load might_he examined as a possible factor in
the :disappointing test results, along with problems of pupil selection and
testing conditions noted earlier in this report.

During_the 1985-86 school year, the Secondary Developmental Reading Program
experienced problems in several areas.

1. PUpil_achievement: In terms of NCE_scores, 75.6% of the pupils
in_ the SaMPle _Showed no improvement; 10.5% showed some
itprovement _but did_not attain the achievement criterion of 1.0
NCE per month; and 13.9% met the achievement criterion.

2. CAI/CMS project: The CAI/CMS project evidenced considerably less
growth in achievement test scores than did the Regular SDR
group. As a result, the CAI/CMS group did not attain the degree
of cost effectiveness that was expected.

3. pupil selection: Program teachers_perceived inconsistencies
beteween selection scores obtained from_tests given 17.he previous
spring and performance on the fall pretest. _The _two tests were
different forms of_the same test (CTBS)._ This_criticism seems to
be substantiated hy _examination of pretest percentile
distributions Where 42.6% of the pupils scored above the 36th
percentile.

Since_the_Secondary Developmental Reading Program is to be continued for
the 1986=-87 school year, COnsideration should be given to the following:

1. Conduct _the program in schools that will work with program
personnel to redude scheduling problems and increase program
attendance.
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2. Selection of pupils for the program should be based on the most
current test _data. However, the professional judgment of
classroom teachers should be given_ considerable_ weight in the
selection process. A system shoUld be devised for obtaining
teacher recommendations from the feeder middle schools.

3. Continue to evaluate the CAI/CMS part of the program With an eye
toward finding more effettive methods of serving_the high school
pupil who is experiencing Teading prOblema. Further ekOansion of
the CAI/CMS project is not warranted at this time until greater
effectiveness can be demonstrated.

4. Review selection procedures, correlation of course content to
system's Courseof-Study, instructional methods) class size, and
test content to determine Why pupils are not shOWing desired
growth.

5. School administrators and staff should take the responsibility of
assuring an optimum testing environment by not sCheduling
unsuitable_ activities _during_ testing weeks and adjusting class
schedules to accommodate the length of the teStS.

6. Conditions for the pretest_ and for the posttest should be as
comparable as possible with all examiners trained tg give the
tests per instructions in the Examiners' Manuals. Pupils should
not be tested in groups larger than recommended by the testing
company

7. The program should_be_reviewed extensively in regard to policies
and procedures, selection, scheduling, attendance patterns, test
administration, and achievement test scores. _The review should
determine whether the model for the program_should be continued
in itS present form; modified, or discontinued.

EVALSRVCS/P510/RPTFSDR86
REVISED 01114/87
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Fund:
(Circle only stra)

Program
(Circle only t)

ECIA CHAPTER 1
OH/ENTATION INSERVICE EVALUATION FORM

September 4, 1985

(1) Chapter 1 (2) DPPF (3) Generrl
(4) Other (spetify)

(1) ADK (2) Aides _ (3) CLEAR = Elet. (K-5)
(4) CLEAR-Middle (5) _RSCA (6) OND

(7) SDE (8)_Regular Teacher
(9) Other (specify)

Circle the number that indicates the extent t" which you agree with :statements 1-. , in

rating the overall day of inservice.

1. I think this was a very worthwhile
inservice.

2. The information presented_in thit
inservice will assist me in my
program.

3. There was time to ask questions
pertaining to the presentations.

4. Questions were answered adequately.

1

1

1

Strongly Strong74

Disagree =Is= Undecided Agree _far&e.-

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

Citele the number that indicates how you would rate each cf the following portions of
today's intervice in regard to interest and usefulness of pretentations.

b. Usefulness

7. Commercial Exhibits
a4 Interest

b. Utefulness

8. Mini-session with main spoaker
a. Interest

b. Usefulness

1.§1i± isur sagg Excellent Superior

.6. Large Group_Session
a. Interest 1 2 3 5

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

3

3

5

5

5

5
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9. Chapter 1 mini-session
a. Interest

b. Usefulness

o; Clarity of instructions

10. Evaluation Presentation
a. Interest 1 2 3

b. Usefulness 1 2 3 4

c. Clarity of instructions 1 2 3 4

/Lir agasi Excellent Superior

2 3 4

2 3

3 4

5

5

5

5

11. What was the most valuable part of this meeting?

12. What was the least valuable part of this meeting?

13. What additional infOrmation or topiot 'Would yOu like to see covered in future
meetingS?



GENERAL INSERVICE EVALUATION FORM

Inservice Topic:

Presenter(s):

Date: (e.g., 03/05/86)

Session: a.m. or p.m.

Circle only the program you are in:

ECIA Chapter 1 Programs:
(1) ADE
(2) CLEAR-Elementary (1-5)
(3) CLEAR-Elementary-CAI
(4) CLEAR-Middle School (6-8)
(5) CLEAR-Middle School-CAI

DPPP Programs:
(6) SDR (9-10)
(7) SDR-CAI
(8) HSCA

Other (Specify)

Circle the number that indicates the extent to which you agree with statements 14;

I think this was a very worthwhile
meeting.

. The information presented in this
meeting will assist me in my
program.

3. There was time to ask questions
pertaining to the presentation.

4; Questions were answered
adequately;

Strongly

5

Strongly
br,ng Undecided Ditagree pi.sagree

5 I

5

3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

3

5. What was the -most valuable part of this meeting?

6; What was the 1-east- valuable part of this meeting?

7. What_additional information oe topic-6 Would you like to s covered in future
meetings?

EVALSRVCS/P502/GENINSFRM dfREVTRIM 01:i9h/AA



ViSitation to CAI/CMS Classes

Type of school (check one): Type of computer

Elementary Apple
Soh-ool PET

High School Dolphin
tther

Record Keeping

Student Data Card
Add_Forms
PUpil Census Forms
Pupil Progress

Current Comments

EVidence cf:

Celection Procedures
No Problems
Inadequate Test
Too Complicated

Too Time COnSUMinA
Other

Scheduling

Testing Procedures
No Problems Too Ccaplicated

Much TimeInadequate_- Too
Not Applicable Other

Evaluation Feedback
Adequate USeful Timely
Problems

Facilities
Space
Materials
Computer Effectiveness

1. FOr Diagnosis
2. FOr Instruction

EnVirbhmental Temperature
EnVironmental Noise Level

Very Adequate
5

5

5

5

5
Very Good

5

5

4

4

3

3

3

3

Inadequato
2 1

2 1

2 1

2

2 1

Very Poor
2 1

2 1

EVALSRVCS/P506/VISITCAI
REVISED Oq/07/86



Computer Technical Difficulties

a. Minor difficulties

b. Major diffidultieS

Were theTeOblems
frequencyofOccurrence Resol-ved-SatisfactOrily

Seldom
orNeVtr Occasionally Feequently lea Wo PAetiallY

..

..
What percent of A pupillS time la typically uSed in each of the following
Activitida?

% a the computer
% direct instruction by teacher (individual or group)
% at learning centers/work stations
% i individual seatwoek (other than learning conters)
% Other

(These should all add up to 100%)

EVALSRVCS/P506/VISITCAI



adhoicl

ECIA Chapter 1 and DPPO-SDR Programs

Evaluator's Visitation Logsheet

CLEAR-Elem (1-5)
1_1 CLEAR-Hld (6-8)
1 1 SDR (9-10)

Date-

Program Teacher Evaluator

1. Record Keeping
Cnrrent

Student Data Sheet Yes No
Personal Data
Test±ng Data
Attendance
Parent Involvement

Add Forma
Pupil Census Forms
Pupil Progress Evidence of:

2. Communication With:

Comments

:General Comments about Record Keeping:

Hcw Share Plan
Classroom Teacher Often Progress ACtiVitiem

General Comments about Frequency of COntactWith aldaardom
Teacher(s):

G%.,neral Comments about KindS of Communication with Class-
room TeaCher(s):

3. Selection Procedures
No Problems- Too Time Consuming
Inadequate Test Other
Too Complicated

Gemaral Comments about Selection Procedures:

4. Testing Procedares
NO PrOblets Too Complicated
Ihadequate Too Much Time
Not Applicable Other

EVALSRVCS/P502/VISL00502
REVISED 04/30/86

General Comments about Testing Procedures:



5. Evaluation Feedback
Adequete Useful TimelY
Problems

6. Facilities

General Comments about Evaluation Feedback:

Very Adequate Inadequate
5 4 3 2 1

General Comments about Facilities:

Very Adequate Inadeqlate
7. Materials 5 14 3 2 1

General Comments about Facilities:

Very Good Very Poor
8. Environmental Temperature 5 4 3 2 1

General Comments about Environmental Temperature:

Very Good Very Poor
9. Environmental Noise Level 5 4 3 2 i

General Comments about Environmental Temperature:

10. What percent of a pupil's time is typioA14 ubed in each of the follcwing
activities?

% direct instruction by teather (ifidiVidual or group)
$ at learning centers/work stations
_!% in individual seabwork (other than learning centers)
% Other

(These should all Add Up to 100%)

11. Other Concerns and Comments:

EVALSRVCS/P502/VISLCG502
REVISED 04/10/86

General Comments about Pupils' Adtillititt6:---
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